
Before the Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

Appeal #8056 Gerald Kapilof f, appellant. 

The Zoning Administrator Dis t r ic t  of Columbia, appellee, 

On motion duly made, seconded and carried with Mr.  Davis dissenting the 
following Order was entered on February 17, 1965: 

That the  appeal f o r  a variance from the p~ovis ions  of paragraph 
7502.2 of the Zoning Regulations t o  perxnit erection of a swimming pool as  
accessorj use i n  front yard of dweUlng a t  4600 Broad Branch Road, New,, 
l o t  1, square 2258, be granted. 

Fromthe records and the evidence adduced a t  the hearing, the Board f inds 
the following facts8 

(1) Appellant's l o t  is  wpie-shapedtt and contains an area of 13,700 square 
feet  of land. It has a frontage on BragQwine and Broad Branch Road of 
201.06 f e e t  and depths of 136.28 f ee t  on the north and west sides. The west 
s ide of the l o t  abuts a 20 foot wide public alley. Property across Broad 
Branch Road i s  U. S, Parkland. 

(2) Due t o  the shape of the l o t  appellant 1 s rear  yard varies i n  depth 
from a madnum of 40 fee t  t o  a minimum of 15 feet.  Appellant therefore 
contends tha t  due t o  the shape of the l o t  and the i rregular ly shaped rear  
yard that  it ts impracticr.ble t o  erect  t h i s  swinaaing pool i n  t h i s  m,r 
yard as required by the 20- Regulations. 

(3) The l o t  has a f i f teen  foot r e s t r i c t ion  I lne  along i t s  frontage 
and the erection of t h i s  swinrming pool, approximately 50 x a 30 fee t  
i n  size,  still  requires tha t  one end of the  pool be located w i t h i n  nine 
fee t  of his  dweXbg. 

(4) An inspection of the p la t  books reveals tha t  the nearest point 
of t h i s  pool w i l l  be approximately IrD f ee t  from the adjoining residence 
across the public alley, 

(5) Appellant w i l l  erect  a f ive  foot high fence around the ent i re  pool 
area with shrublsery planted i n  front  t o  conceal the fence. 

(6) Appellantls dwelling is located on a l o t  approximately 20 f e e t  above 
the s t r e e t  level. 

(7) There was objection t o  the granting of t h i s  appeal registered a t  t h e  
public hearing. 



OPINION: 

We are  of the opinion that appellant has proven a hardship within the 
meaning of  the variance clause of the s t a tu t e  and t h a t  it would be a hardship 
t o  compel t h i s  appellant t o  adhere t o  the s t r i c t  in te rpre ta t ion  of t he  Zoning 
Regulations due t o  the  8maUness and i r r egu la r i ty  of t he  rear  yard of t h i s  
property* 

We a re  of the fur ther  opinion tha t  appellant has screened the pool i n  
a manner t h a t  will create no unsightly conditions t o  h i s  neighbors and t h e  
location of the pool w e l l  above t he  s t r e e t  grade w i l l  tend t o  obscure its 
view from the  s t r ee t  and from adjoining properties. 

I n  view of the  above we are of the  opinion t h a t  t h i s  r e l i e f  can be granted 
without subs tan t ia l  detriment t o  the  public good and without substant ia l ly  
impairing t he  intent ,  purpose, and i n t eg r i ty  of the  zone plan a s  embodied i n  the  
Zoning 3egulations and map. 


